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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
: )} 85
COUNTY OF W I I I )

BEFORE THE POLLUTTON CONTRCOL BOARD
OF THE S5TATE OF ILLINOQILIS

CATERPILLARE TRACTOR CO
Joliet Plant,
Petitioner

V. PCB 79189

TLLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,

Respondent

L A R W N

PUBLIC NQTICE

A hesying will be held at the Peoria Public Library,
107 N.E. Monroe Streect, Peoria; Illinoig, at 10:00 a.m. on
November 1, 1979, in the above-referenced matter. Written

comments may be submitted to the Illincis Pollution Control

“Board, 308 West Washington Street, Chi(aUO, Illincis, 60603,

Caterpillar ¥ractor Co. has requested a variance from
the particulate emigsion limitations of the Illinois Pollufieonm
Control Board, Chapter 2, Rule 203{g) (1}, Tor emissiocns from
its coal-fired induﬁfriai boilers equipped with fine gas de-
sulfurization systems located al its Jolieb plant. Caterpillar
has requested a variance until December 31, 1982, or until a
decision is reached with respect to its Proposed Amendment to

Paxyt Til: Enission Standards and Limitabions for Stationary



Sources, R79;ll, whichever is earlier. The variance when
granted will be submitted to the United States Environmental
Protection Agency as an amendment to the Illinois State Im-
plementation Plan. A copy bf the ﬁariance petition is avail-
able for inspection at the visitors reception desk at Catér“
pillar's Joliet piant, Route 6, Channahon Road; Joliet,
Illinois. At the November 1, 1879 hearing, similar variances
for Catefpillar's East Peoria, Mapleton and Mossville plants

' will alsc be considered.
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TLLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL
PROPECTION AGENCY,;
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N OT T CE

To: Mr. Michael Mauzy
Director
Illinois Enviyvonmental Protection
Agency
2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, Illinois 627046

Please take notice that I have Loddy filed with the Clerk of
the Pollution Control Board of the State of Illinois a Peti-
tion for Variance, a copy of which is attached hereto and here~
with sevved upon you.

CATERPILLAR URACTUR CO.

\

By(a%/\ X%CK o i“’”\

NoOne uifst attorneys A

DATED:  Septenbar b5, 1379,

RICHARD J. HIsSSEL

Martin, Craiyg, Chester
oSonnensonein

1% South LinSalle styoct

Suite 24004
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PP ITION FOR VARLENCE
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CATERPILLAR TRACLOR CO.,
Joliet Plant,

Petiticner

V.

PCB 79—
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PROTECTTON ACGENCY,
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Respondant

PETITION FOR VARIANCE

Now comes Caterpillar Tractor Co. {"Caterplllar”) by

its attorneys, Martin, Craig, Chester & Bonnenscheln, and neveby
petitions the Pollution Control Board ("Board") to grant a vari-
ance to Caterplllar for particulate enissions from its Joliet

plant from Rule 203(g)(1){(s) of Chapter 2, Air Pollution Control

1a
1
ulations, Pollution Control Board. In support of its petition;

Caterpillar, by filing this petition, does not adinit that Rule
203{g) (1) {a) is enforceable., Caterpillar is filing this peti-

tion in conjunction with R79-~11l in order to pring the enilssions

described into unguestioned conplianca. Rule 203(g)(1)
has peen held invalid by the courls in ConmonJedlth Edison
v. Pollution Control RBoard, 25 Ill. App. 3d 271 (lst Dist.
T?;@), afffd in relevant part, 62 Ill. App. 24 484 (1376);
snland Chemical Company V. roliution Contyrol Board, 64 Ill.
dpp 3d léey (3rd bDist. 1978); and ILlinois state thmber
of Commerce v. Pollution Control Beard, 67 Ill. App. 3d
839 {lst Dist. L2979}, (on appeal do. 51671) and the nan-
date tor the A?lldnd Chemical decision has been lssued.
Caterpillar believes, as recognized by the above courts
that the Board!s attempts to promulgate Rule 203(g) (1) were
legally invalid and hence of no force or eifect. (See also
R79-11, which is a petition to adopt new regulations, rather
than a petition to amend an existing regulation.) In addi-~
tion, on July 12, 1879 ; the United States Environuwental
protection Agoency published o notice in the Federal Registor
Lot thoe pLbd ) f

in that the above-ciied
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Caterpillar states as follows:

1. <Caterpillar owns and operates a nanufacruring
facilivy in Joliet, fliinoils (aerelinaftsyv called tne “Joliec
plant").- ‘Wrie glaﬁt rlanufactures an excess of 173,000 vons of
product annually which includes scrapers; bullddzers and rippers,
nydraunlic and nydrostatic controls and couponents. Approxinately
VY,UUU people are employed at the Joliet plant to produce tnese
products.

2. [fhe Joliet plant is located witnin Joliet Yown-—
snip in Will County, whnich is within the Chicago major metro-
politan area as defined in Rule 201 of Cnapter 2 of the Board's
regulations»

3. “here are Eodr boilers presently in operation
at ﬁne Joiiet~§lant‘ These boilers are used to produce stean
to serve certain production processes and for neating and venti-
lating Duildingst Boilers 1 and 4 nave oeén converted trom coal-~
fired units to gas—fired units. poilers 2 and 3 were bullt in
1950 and 1vs2 respectively and‘navé contvinued 1n operacion since
that time; tnererfore, they are "exlstlnyg” pollers within the
Neaning of the Board's regulations. Bollers 2 and 3, wioich are
&ne subject of this variance petition, are coal-fired spreader
storer industrial Doileré and have tne fellowing naxinun design

firing rate:

Boiler 2 : lOOfU MMSTL/ hr.
Boiler 3 125%.0 MaBd/hre.

Both of these boilers ave cquipped with nulti-clone dry particu-

late dust (flyash) colleciion devices whnich ave typical of the



spreadey stoxer industrial ooiler desizn and thesce nulti-clones
are still in operation toJay“ Boilers 2 znd 3 at the Joliet
plant used‘appruximately 23,200 tons orf coal in 1973, witn.apﬁ
proxinately 3,300 tons of cecal buraea each noantn Jduring the
neating season. Tﬁe coal burnea 13 Iilinoils coal naving-an
average suifur content of 2.8%, & heatlng Valdé of Lu,708 8%TUJ
(recent analysis) and an #sh content orf about 10%.

4. On April 23, 1372, tne Board adopted enission:
limitations which were applicable to the coal-fired boilers
at the Joliet plant. {ior Caterpillar's position on tne present
applicability of those regulations; vlease see Lootnote 1.)
If-those emission regulations are applicable, cthe Joliet plant

poilers would bé reguired to neet the following:

Particulate 5072
_Emissions . Bmissions
Boilers 2 and 3 U1 lhs./Mas0d Loy los./oliged

™
i

TeSPONSEe Lo

¢

S In Ly, Carerpillar cecided, in v
probamle-energy supply restraints ang snvivonaental regulations
witn respect to its coal-Lired boilers, that its best long teurn
rtuel source ror its ce;iffired pollers was Illinois coal. Tnis
commitment to ITllinois coal left Caterpillar no otner alterna-—
tive than to beygin to develop a program to install flue gas desul-
furization ("FGD"} systens on its coal-fired bollers in Illinois
in response to the Clean Alr Act nmandate 7or continucus emission

contrel for 802. Catervillar conducusd extensive investigation

.
[
\



into the availability and successful operation of FGD Systéms
tnrowgnout 1971 and 1372; Caterpiiiar's analysis snowed toat
tnere were no proven full-scale systens directly applicaocls

to coal-fired spreader stoxer industrial pollers on tne market.
Caterpillar souyht out manufacturers and'consultantg to assist
it in the developwent of FGD systens.  ¥nese f£irias included among
others, Zurn Industries, Inc., Alr Systeas Division ("Zurn™),
and Artnu} pD. Little. Because of the tgme constralnts contained
in the Clean Alr Act, and the coupliance datg adopted by the
Board in R7L-23 with respect to Rule 204, Caterpillar had no
other alte;native, 1f 1t was to use Illinois coal, than to pro-
ceed to install full-scale prototype rob systens that nad not
been adegquately denonstrated through pilot plant development

for Caterpiilar's boilers, After the'developmental work, Cat-
erpillar chose the regenevative double alkall system as the
netnod to serve a dual purpose-—reiove poth 502 and particolate
matter Lrow the poiler enissions. Caterpillar contracted for
the installacion of those sysbeas witn twWo manuﬁagturersﬁ Aurn
vas awarded a contract to install an 780 unit Qn.existing boilers
2 and 3 act the Joliet plant. FAHC Corporavion, Envivopmental
Enéineering Division ("EMCY), received a contract to install an
£GD unilt on boiler$ 1 andrz and futvre bolilers 4 and 5 at Cateypr—
pillar's Messville plant. Since these FGD units were, and still
are,-incompletely developed innoﬁative technologyf it was no
surprise to Caternillar and ivs contractors thét substantial
technical difificulties wvere experienced in the constraction

and operation of sald vnils., Those problens and the atbtemnted



solutions are outlined in detail later in this parayrapn and in
' 2
the petition for variance foc the Mossville plant (PCB 74-191).

-

¥

Even while tnose difficulties continusd, and Caterpillar was
not yet convinced that the FGD Systens Wwould attain the allowable
emiésion levels for 502 and particulate, Caterpillar's plants
at bast Peoria, Mapleton and dorton comaitted to FGD systens

for their réspective facilities. Caterpillar and Zurn believed
that atter the FGD -systens wererinstallad and operative, the
enissions from.the Joliet boilers would neet thé applicable
emission limitatibns for 8502 and particulate mattér. However,
¢urn and Caterpillar botn recognized that the FGD systen was
anroven lnnovative technoloygy when tney‘signed the contract

for the Qoiiét_plant's FGD systen. Since‘the decision was iade
to install the Zurn FED systems at the Joliet plant, Caterpillar
and 1ts c@ntractorsAhavé mads substantial eiforts to nake tne
FGD‘systemS neet tne emlssion limitation; set fovth in paragraph
4, herein,_The following is a chronological nistory of Caterpil-
lar's erfforts to utilize avallanle Illinois coal with a sulfur

content of 2.8% and emission linitations at the Joliet plant:

Januvary 31, 1973. applications for construction
permits authorizing the installation of the FGD systems were
filed with the Xllinois Environmental Protection Agency

("XIrPa").

o

Yhe allegations of that petition are heveby incorporated
in this petition as though fully set forth hevein.



June L, 1%%3. <Caterpillar fornally contracted

witn Zarn Industries to install the diluce regenerative dounle

alkall rél systenm on wollers 2 and 3 at the Jolier planc.

Hay 4 and 10, 1973. Construction peraits 0302010

and £C302138 were issued by the IEPA.

septeunber 310, 1973, Construction of the FGD systens
began.

Octobeyr 1, 1974, Initial start-up of the FGD

systens at the Joliet plant occurred. Operational probleus
were immediately apparent many of which were attributed to lack
of engineering experience in the design of the systemn, selec—

tion of proper equipnent and naterials of construction.

December, ]1974. Initial system rework was

undertaken to éorrect the water balance in the slurry System‘
and to install a line slaker.

| June, i312~' Cneimical portions of the FED systens
wera revorsed to provide Lor an overflow retention [SISIRIBIN in—

creased storage capacily and access platforins for the FGon egulip-—-

nant.

2}
(W

s Decenber, 192

I

The first formal stack tests wvere
conducted on bollers 2 and 3 at the Joliet plant by Battelle—

Colunbus Laboratories,_ Ihe results of the stack tests were CoOm-
pleted and submitted to the IEPA on April 7, 1976. The report
snowed that probal:ly the emiséions of sulfur dioxide would be

below 1.8 lbs./HUBUU. However, the tests showed that particu-

Late linitation emissions vere probably in excess of (1 ibs./



st J, out they ware not calculated according to reliaole "i'
faccor methods.
July 14, 1976. roliowing a regquest oy tne I18PA, addi-

tional information with regard to the stack tests were submitted.

Swaner, 1976. Guillotine canpers were installed on

the bypass-stacks for botn boilers 2 and 3. The nist eliminatoﬁ
systen was reworked, and chemical systen process punps and piping
were feplaceﬁ in order to miﬁimiie or eliminate the corrosion and
erosion problems which had been experiénce&. The lime slaker

was removed and replaced with .a hydrated lime Dpremixed tank.

Sentenber 3, 1976. The stack tests conducted b
! 7

particulate Data Laboratories were subaitted to the IEPA indi-
cating that particulate enissions remained a problen.

Winter, 1Y76. Caterpillar consulted with experts

of tne Detroit Stoker Company and Brie Civy Béiler Coﬁpany to
deteriiinge if the particulate emisssionﬂ proﬁieﬁ could ve traced
o Ene bollevrs. BExperts tron the conpanies evaluated tne bollers
and recomnended that a stack Test pe reran utillizing a different

grade of coal.

5

March, 1977. roliowing tnis recommendation, Cat-
erpillar obtailned tnis different grade 0i coal and conducted
extensive prelinminary stack tests for particulate emissions.

March 29 and 30, 1977. Caterpillar conducted

stack tests referenced in paradraph 6. Theso teses showed
conpliance with the 5u2 limitations, but failure to couply

with vhe particulate liwivatrions.



June 7, 1977. “he results of these stack tests were

summicted to the IGPA, Cacverpillar indicated that at that tine
neitner it or any of tne manurfacturers or consultants involved
to data were aware of any definite solution to correct the par-

ticulate enission problen.

Summer, 1977. In an atteapt to prove the reliabilicy

of tne PGL systemns, Caterpilllar reworked the flow control systém
and nade additional modifications to pumps and piping. Caterpil-
lar also developed and installed a FGDL slurry scrubber pilot

plant on a flue gas lead stream from boiller 2.

Qinter, 1977-1374 - Cater?illdr conducted pilot plant
testing on the FCD venturl scrubber. Tne Eésults of this pilot
planc étudy'indicated that the venturl scrubber systen was not
capable‘of solving the particulate gmission ptoblem associaved
witnh the coaiﬂﬁired spreader stoker induscriai vpoilers at thé
Joliet plant.

égmmer;_igsz Caterpillar agaln reworked the flow
control systen of tne PGD chemlcal rejenerative systen Lo prove
system reliability.

Present. -Caterpillar 1s continuing to attempt to

i

achleve compliance.

6. Caterpillar has attenpted to deternine the
perfornance ot its FGD systeus with regard to controliing
particulate and S07 enmnissions. In that.attempt; Caterpillar
has performed stack tests on bellers 2 and 3. The results of

those tests are as follows:



A. Boiler 2
(1) May 1d, 1wiy
with asn rziniecrion av
’4,uuu to 405,500 lbs. steaa/ar.
varyl n;‘

245 Ins . /M9 Particulate
N/A - 302

{(ii) May 1#, 1879
without ash reinjecition at

62,500 to 67,000 lbs. stean/nr.

0.190 lbs.,/«MB0d Particulate
N/A — 502 '

(iii) March 29-30, 1977, with ash
reinjection atv 70,000 lbs. stean/ny.

0.219 lbs./8:4300 Particulate”
242 libs. /4300 S02

B. Boiler 3 ~ Marcn 29y-30, 1977 with
ash reinjection

(1) at 100,000 los. stean/br.

.279 los./Mi3%0 Parciculate”
U _i. l ll_}._)b/‘l NP n)()

{i1) at d0,000 los. stea/hr.

U.202 lIps./Mia0d prarticulate”
J.416 dbs. /H4Md300 502

SPest meers full reguirenencs of method 3

'
7

As can be seen by the tGQLlﬂg data,.tne parciculate emissions
are above the design levgl of .1 lbs./dd87d and 502 enisslons
are bezlow the design level of 1.8 1bs./HHsTU.

| 7. Caterpillar bLlJG ves that portions of the excess
particulate emissions are attributable to the carryover of sulfuric'
acid mist and scrubber liquor salts {(comnonly and herein roeferved
to as suliar trioyide mist and sodiun saits} ffcm tne FED systens.

sarrricudlane wmatior collootod



during the Harcn ZBVanu March 33U, L¥77 stack tests abt the Joiiet
plant show tnat an averayje of L7.7% Ol tne total particulate mat-
cer collected is attriputavle to sulfur trioxide nlst and sodium
salts From the FGD system., Chenical analysis performed on the
particulate matter emitted from the FCD system at the riapleton
plant during stack tests conducted on June 5, 197%, show that
an avefage of 35.2% of the.totél‘particu;ate natter collected
is attriputed to,sulfur_trioxide pist and sodiuwm salts. Chemical
analysis conducted on the parpiculate netter collected during

the April 24-27, 19739, and Junc 29, 13973, stack tesis of boilers

(S

4 and at'the Mossville plant show that approximately 50% of
the total particulate matter éollected ié attriboted to suvlfur
trioxide nist and sodiun salts. ‘Pnese analyses show that sig-
niricant portiéns of the "particulate natter” emitted are gene-
rated in fhe FUD system itselil. ¥ne Jnited States bBnvironnantal
Procecﬁion Agency {TUBEPAT) nas acknowledyed ﬁnat sulfur trioxide
mist is increasingly present in enissions Lrom sources of nigher
sulfur content coal and has attempted to negare 1ts inilué ce
in'modifying stack test procedures, However, using the USHPA
Test Method #5, anytbing other than gas or vapor thatbt is not
pure water and is emitted in a finely divided forn is deemed
particulate natter.

8. ‘he Zurn aystem was designed Lo renove the

particulate natter in evcess of one nicron in dianeter. There

-

was no information avaeilable to Caterpillay, or anyone elae,



at tne time that it entered 1nto tne coOntracltl CLO purcnass Lne
Zurn FOD systea in 1973 wnich would 1nusical= tnat particulate
mattey less than one wicron in dianeter coird ve expected to be
present in any appreciadble amounts in enissions froa coal-fired
spreader stoker industrial ooilers. Evén_ii it could have been
expected that submicron particles wogld be present, there.Was no
evidence that the FGD systenm would not reinove them.'Stack test
reéults at both Caterpillar's Joliet and Xorton plants indicate
tnat particulate émissions from the multi-clenes to the FGD sys-
tens of the coal-fired spreader stoker indus£ria1 pbollers have 2
particle size comnposition with 50% of the paﬁticles having a diane-
ter of ﬁne micron or less. Céterpiilar ras oneen actively seerxing
a nethod to-reduce the anount of supiicron pa:ticul&te patter
emitted. In order to atienpt ro solve tnils promlem, Caterpillar
nas hirved rour combustion experts. The rirsc 1s Black and Veatch,
wno are studying the problem on new Loilecrs gt tne Last reoria
Vpléni, The second and third are the Decroit Stoker Company and tLne
Erie City Boiller Co., Division of Zurn Inoustries, who axaminad
the boiler emissions at Catéfpillar's Jolisc plant. The fourth is
Rogers-Schnidt Engineering Co., who is exznining the boller emis—
sions at the Mossville plant. As a result of these scudies, Cater-
pillay has identified four areas of concerns
A, Whe first arca of concern is the guality

of the coﬁl hurned ia the boilers. Because

coal is not stored under rooﬁs,'it is exposed

to the elencnts so tnat at many tines during

bne year almost o lioard sludde cap bo Dod

fipe Lol lors Gue PO b RAon moilsbure

RS



content. AS the aoisture is driven out and
evaporated during tne combustion process,
the tire periodically flasnes causing

a fluctuation in heat output as coi-

bustion characﬁeristicg vary. - In addition,

the ash content of the céal can vary de-—
pending upon its quality. Caterpillar

has begun a guality assurance program to
attempt to naintailn high quaiity coal for
combustion in its coal-fired poilers 1in
Iliinois.

Tne second area of concern is the reguired
control over.excess alr in coal-fired indus—
trial boilers. ‘The theoretical design faccor
for spreader stoxer industrial.boiiérs is

302 excess air under perfect condiltions.
However, as previously indicated bucause of
changes in the\moiﬁture content and other
factors, the theoretical conditions are sel-
dom, if ever, attained. The varying moisture
content cavses upsets in Lire boﬁ conditians
which can last for iong periods of time. Al-
though spreadey stoker industrial boilers are
norinally fast responders Lo the effect of rapid
load changes, it is véry difficult to adjast

excess aiy in industrial coal-fired bollers to



coitbustion experits have recommended thi

precisely the opuinua desiyn conditions with
these rapidly vavying loads.-Caterpiliar;s
experience, witn closé attention to control,;
ié.that it nay maintain excess air down to
approximately 45% 'in existing boilers for
short‘periqu of time, and over long periods
of time can reach the 75% to 100% range.
Coal with a higher sulfur content has a
lower ash fusion tem?erature S0 that more
air is required to come through the grate

to keep the asn ped below solidification
tenpecratures. fnis pr&alem increases
pecause thevgreater the anount of under

fire alr, the nore tne rfire bed is stirréd:
up causing a rise of fine particulates.

The third area of éonccrn is kthe nethod
boller combustion expefts.believe can

be utilized to control - a portion of the éar"
ticulate emissions. The experts have recom—
mended that tne over fire aiv system on sone
of_Caterpillar‘s existing boilers ne com-
plefely revised. This wouid constitute a
major boiler and stoker averhaul for all
gxistiné_installationﬁn Although the boiler
S

the storer manufacturers will not guarantee



that better stac< euwissions will be achiaved
but oniy tnat conoustion efficiency will
be laproved.,

. The fourth areca of concern has to do with
reinjection of tnhe flyash. Normal prac-
tice in the industry is to reinject a por-
tion of the flyaéh caétufed in the multi-
clones 5ack into the boilers to burn the car-
bon wnich is carried over in the flyash.

By reinjecting the flyash, poller efriciency
is increased. “Tnere is evidence tnat flyash
reinjecﬁion increases particulate cuissions:

nowever, this evidence in inconclusive on

Caterpillar's noilers. Tnerefore, Cater—
pillar is continuing to evaluate this area

of concern.

As of this date, Caterpillar does not know when or if

these investigations will result in the reduction of particulate mat-

ter from the FGL systens.

Y. Based upon the work done on the Jeliet bollers, as

well as its other boilers which are

@

gquipped with scrubbers, Cater-
pillar is unaware of any FGD system which will reliably achieve a par-
ticulate enission rate of le%S than 0.1 lbs./MMRPU at rated boiler
capaéity when retrofitted on "existing“ installations such as boilers
2 and 3 at the Joliet plant. Caterpillaf 15 dontinuing Lo search

for suchn a system as well as to continve te work on the existing

., e . . ey N - P I ; L N O T T
P systests evoln thougn datorpilliary belzaves thal 18 nas Inostalloed



the best available technoloyy.

10. Caterpillar nas spent approdimately 54,200,000 to dat

to purchase and install G0 systeus at the Joliet plant, Tne FGD

operational cost is approxlaately $1ld/ton of coal burned.

-

L11. Bscause Caterpillar presently 1s unaware of any

nethod Lo achieve the 502 emission linitations Found in Rule 204

and at tne same time to achieve the particulate emission limitations

) .
found in Rule 203{g)(l) while burning Iflinois coal, it nas filed
a regulatory awnendment on September 5, 14979, wnlen is docketed
as R79-11. '"he proposal would have the ﬁoérq adopt a speciric
particulate enission limitation of ﬁﬁ25.lbs./NMBTU on a routine
day-to-day basis for those coal-fired spreader stoker industrial
‘boilers equipped with FCD systens. Given the ﬁxrenditufes made
by Caterpillar’in an attempt to control particulate and 502
emissions‘from the Joliet nlant's bollsrs, and for that mat-
ter, all of the coal-fired boilerslat Caterpillar's Facilities in
‘Illinois, Caterpillar does not beliave taat it is econonically rea-
sonaple to reguire reduction of parviculate emissions by sither
adding sone additional type orf cuntrql systen, 1T iv were availaple
for these bollers, oxr if a System Was demonstréted to e availl-
anle to replace the exigting control systen with a new generation
of technology. At the sane time Rule 203{(g){l) and Rule 204
were adcptéﬁ, che systems enployed by Caterplillar weve described

as best available control technology and were cited as the basis

See PFootnote 1.
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Lor tne technical feasibility for this adoption and great émphasis
was placed on tné so-called guarantees availlable (althougn refuted
EAY Catefpillar, The systens haﬁe not perforiaed up to their expec-
tations. Based upén this economic unrcascnablencss and perhaps even
the technical infeasibility of PGD systeas to control particulate
matter emissions to low levels, Caterpillar believes that its regu-
latory petitjén nas a good chance ftor adoption. |
| 12. Caterpillar is not causing a violation of either

the primary or secondary ampient air guality standards oy operating
poilers 2 and 3 at the Joliet plant. Therefore, Caterpillar
does not pelieve that the yranting of tnis variance will adversely
aifect ambient air qdality.

- 13. rajlure to yrant a variance to Caterpillar will
create an arbitrary or unrcasonable nardship, as that terﬁ is used
- in the bBnvironmental Protection Act. Caterpillar has ezercised

good falth and 1ts best efforts to install best availaple tog

L4

b
nology to control the 2mission of particulate iatter anld S02 from
its pollers while burning Illinois coal--the FGD Sys_teﬁr in coia-
bination witn the use of multi-clone flyvash arresiofs. Vhite
Qaﬁerpillar; aé outlined nevein, is continuing to avaluate the
presenf on—line systen, and 1s invesﬁigating new PGD systemsg

i1t ls obvious that the eﬁissions from Caterpillar's Joliet

boilers cannot meet the emission linitations of Rule 203(g) iy ea)
{sve footnote 1l}. PFurther, Caterpillar's emissions of particulate
nacter do not have a signifiicant, if any, inapact on the ambien§

air yualicy. When such erlorts have been made, without on-—



vironmgqtal itipact, a variance should o yranted.

WHERBPORE, Caterpirllar reguests tnar the goard grant

p :

it 2 variance from Rule 2U3{(gr (L) (A), for ooilers 2 and 31
until December 31, 19482, or until final action is taken withn
respect to R79-11, whichever occurs firse. Caterpillar.reqnests
that a nearing be held, and that the variance when granted
be subnitted to the USEPA as an amendment to the Illinois Stace

Iaplementation Plan Pursuant to section llu of the Clean air Act.

CATERRPTILLAR TRACTOR CO.

&+

P

. B)’: . EAEE - T .
Executive Vice President

&
see rootnote 1.



CERTIPICAYYE OF 3gERrVICH

I, Barbara C. Ammer, having neen duly‘sworn and'under
oath, do stace that I have this 5th day of Septenber, 147y,
served the foregoing Notice and Petition .for Variance, uporn
the person to whom said wNotice is directed hy plaéing in an
envelope addressed to said person, postage‘prepaid,‘and de-
positing with the United States Postai Service, lbcated at

115 South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Illinocis, 60s503.
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subscribed and sworn to
pefore me this 5tn day
OL septenber, 179,

‘W\‘ \ "
T~ S

Y o
2 L -'L,z;’,y ,-JV{_‘: ({_ R --L: {-‘-}.(_,__i_.(_r(\__)

/ Rotary pPublic

/
/
{
\

/



